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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can be found 
in a prior Office action. 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR LI 14 

2. A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1. 1 14, including the fee set forth in 
37 CFR 1 .17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is 
eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1 . 1 7(e) 
has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 
37 CFR 1.114. 

Response to Amendment 

3. This communication is responsive to the applicant's amendment, RCE, and 
affidavits/declaration under 37 C.F.R. 1.132, all filed on 10/30/2007. The applicant(s) amended 
claims 49, and cancelled claim 58 (see the amendment: pages 3-4). 

Response to Arguments 

4. Applicant's arguments filed on 10/30/2007 with respect to the claim rejection under 35 
USC 102 and/or 103, have been fully considered but they are not persuasive. 

In response to applicant's arguments with respect to the amended claim(s) that "Lewis 
does not anticipate the claim as amended claim 49, or claim 63" and "these combinations of 
references do not render claims 49-57 and 59-64 obvious" (see Remarks/ Arguments: page 7, 
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paragraphs 3-4), the examiner respectfully disagrees with applicant's arguments. It is noted that 
the claim 49 (also applied to claim 63) has been amended by including the limitation(s) of the 
previous dependent claim 58, which is rejected based on the combined references under 35 USC 
103. It should be pointed out that the applicant's arguments only include assertion(s) but fail to 
provide factual evidence and/or specific analysis for showing why the combined references is not 
obvious, so that, the arguments is insufficient for overcoming the examiner's rejection based on 
the teachings of the combined references. 

5. In response to applicant's Declaration filed (on 10/30/2007) and the related arguments 
that "objective evidence of unexpected results, commercial success, long-felt but unsolved needs, 
failure of others, and other factor must be considered..." (Remarks/ Arguments: page 7, paragraph 
5 to page last paragraph 9), the examiner respectfully disagrees with applicant's arguments, 
because they lack the factual evidence to show patentable distinction between the claimed 
limitations and the combined prior art teachings/disclosures. For example, as stated in rejection, 
the claimed limitation (in previous claim 58, now as part of claim 1) is nothing more than 
editing/correcting a text by using a computer and word processing functions/tools with some 
grammatical knowledge in a user interactive manner, based on broadest reasonable interpretation 
of the claim(s) in light of the specification. It is noted that LEWIS in view of KINKOPH 
discloses 'computer-based method/system for proofreading and correcting text, including using 
windows, Microsoft word (textual processor/editor), and proofreading criteria and controls 
(tools) with interface, (LEWIS: abstract, Figs l-3g); and how to use Word with multiple 
functions/tools: including "Edit" with "Find" and "Replace" (KINKOPH: page 86-87), 
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"Spelling and Grammar" checking (page 90-91), "thesaurus" with "look up" list (capable of 
including lookup list of verb, transition, and other type of words) and "replace" with synonym 
(page 90-91), and "AutoCorrect" with "replace text" (page 92-93), which has all interactive 
capability of implementing functionality as claimed. Thus, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine LEWIS with KINKOPH 
by providing various word processing functions/tools with grammatical knowledge for 
editing/correcting text in a user interactive manner, for the purpose (motivation) of allowing a 
user to edit or rewrite a text with user preferred text form/style. Therefore, in this case, the 
examiner believes that the applicant's Declaration and the corresponding arguments are not 
sufficient for overcoming the rejection based on the combined references. 
For above reason(s), the rejection is sustained. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
6. Claims 49 and 62-63 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
LEWIS et al. (US 2002/0002459 Al) hereinafter referenced as LEWIS in view of KINKOPH 
(" How to Use Microsoft Office 2000 ". ISBN 0-672-3 1 522-X). 

As per claim 49, LEWIS discloses 'method and system for proofreading and correcting 
dictated text 5 (title), comprising: 

"a. inputting a text document to a computer system", (paragraph (hereinafter referenced 
as p) 7, 'text input 5 ; Fig. 1 and p36, 'a typical computer system'; p9 } 'dictated text contained in 
an electronic document (inputted text document)'); 
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"b. conducting error-correcting functions to achieve clarity, conciseness and reader 
comfort' (p9, 'proofread and correct dictated text' (read on conducting error-correcting 
functions), 'selecting proofreading criteria for identifying textual errors'; pl3, 'accepting a 
user specified preference to substitute the recommended change for the marked textual error', 
(so as to achieve clarity, conciseness and reader comfort as claimed); p39, 'perform proofreading 
functions on the dictated text contained in the electronic document'); and, 

"c. displaying said text document in a corrected form" (Fig.3G and pi 1, 'highlighting 
each the word contained in the electronic document' 'visually displaying each the highlighted 
word in the user interface'; pl3, 'editing each the marked textural error', 'display the 
recommended change', which necessarily or inherently include displaying the text document in a 
corrected form). 

LEWIS does not expressly disclose "when a noun in a prepositional phrase interposed 
between a sentences subject and verb is capable of action, said error correcting functions 
comprise making said noun the subject of said sentence, and deriving a substitute verb from what 
said subject does", which is nothing more than editing/correcting a text by using a computer and 
word processing functions/tools with some grammatical knowledge in a user interactive manner, 
based on broadest reasonable interpretation of the claim(s) in light of the specification. 
However, the feature of rewriting a sentence by using word processing functions with some 
grammatical knowledge in a user interactive manner is well known in the art as evidenced by 
KINKOPH who discloses how to use Word with multiple fiinct ions/tools: including "Edit" with 
"Find" and "Replace" (page 86-87), "Spelling and Grammar" checking (page 90-91), 
"thesaurus" with "look up" list (capable of including lookup list of verb, transition, and other 
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type of words) and "replace" with synonym (page 90-91), and "AutoCorrect" with "replace text" 
(page 92-93), which has all interactive capability of implementing the functionality as claimed. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine LEWIS with KINKOPH by providing various word processing 
functions/tools with grammatical knowledge for editing/correcting text in a user interactive 
manner, for the purpose (motivation) of allowing a user to edit or rewrite a text with user 
preferred text form/style. 

As per claim 62 (depending on claim 49), LEWIS in view of KINKOPH further discloses 
"referring to a verb lookup list", (KINKOPH: page 86-87, disclosing how to use Word with 
multiple functions/tools: including "Edit" with "Find" and "Replace"; page 90-91, "Spelling and 
Grammar" checking, "thesaurus" with "look up" list (include verb lookup list) and "replace" 
with synonym; page 92-93 and "AutoCorrect" with "replace text", which has all interactive 
capability of implementing the functionality as claimed). 

As per claim 63, it recites an apparatus. The rejection is based on the same reason 
described for claim 49, because the claim includes the same or similar limitation(s) as claim 49, 
wherein, the claimed computer hardware components are included in LEWIS' disclosure (see 
LEWIS: Fig. 1 and p36). 

7. Claim 50 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over LEWIS in view 
of KINKOPH as applied to claim 49, and further in view of Texas Association of Counties ("Job 
descriptions", May 12 1990) hereinafter referenced as Rl. 
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As per claim 50 (depending on claim 49), even though LEWIS in view of KINKOPH 
discloses using proofreading criteria and grammar rules on the text (LEWIS: p9-pl0) and 
Microsoft Word processor (LEWIS: Fig. 3G) that provides various editing (including finding, 
correcting and replacing) functions, LEWIS in view of KINKOPH does not exactly disclose that 
"determining whether, in said text document, "responsible" followed by a gerund is present and, 
if present, for each said use of "responsible" replacing "responsible" with the verb form of said 
gerund." However, the feature of avoiding using some particular word/term such as 
"responsible" in certain text is well known in the art as evidenced by Rl, which discloses that 
'the term "responsible for" should not be used in listing the essential job function" because it 'is 
a vague term' and does not give entailed duty; instead, 'job duty should begin with an action 
verb 5 (Rl: page 2, sub-section D). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time the invention was made to modify LEWIS in view of KINKOPH by 
providing an additional criteria/rule to use action verb instead of term "responsible for" for job 
duty related text, as taught by Rl, for the purpose (motivation) of avoiding the vague term and 
providing clear indication of entailed duty in the text (Rl : page 2, sub-section D). 

In another view of disclosure of LEWIS and KINKOPH, LEWIS in view of KINKOPH 
teaches using proofreading criteria and grammar rules on the text (LEWIS: p9-pl0) and 
Microsoft Word (LEWIS: Fig. 3G) that provides various word processing functions, which 
inherently include editing functions of "Find" and "Replace" (under "Edit" of the menu bar), 
correction functions of "spelling and grammar" and "autocorrect" (under "Tools" of the menu 
bar, which allow user to specify certain correcting/replacing criteria or rules), and other related 
functions and options. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
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the time the invention was made to combine teachings of LEWIS in view KINKOPH by using 
proofreading criteria and grammar rules, and various Microsoft Word editing/correcting 
functions stated above, to find, correct and/or replace any user specified term (including word 
"responsible"), for the purpose (motivation) of accepting a user specified preference (LEWIS: 
abstract). This means that combining teachings of LEWIS in view KINKOPH can also satisfy 
the claimed limitation. 

In addition, in light of the specification, the claimed features can be broadly interpreted as 
a user interactively conducts editing/correcting functions (features) with a computer and word 
processing tools (such as Microsoft Word), so that LEWIS in view KINKOPH, providing 
functionalities of editing, correcting, replacing, suggesting and displaying in an interactive 
manner (such as using Microsoft Word), has capability of implementing the claimed features. 

8. Claims 51-52 and 61 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
LEWIS in view of KINKOPH as applied to claim 49, and further in view of MARTIN 
("Developing/Revising Detention Facility Policies and Procedures", June 1996). 

As per claim 51 (depending on claim 49), even though LEWIS discloses using 
proofreading criteria and grammar rules on the text (p9-pl0) and Microsoft Word processor (Fig. 
3G) that inherently provides various editing (including finding, correcting and replacing) 
functions, LEWIS in view of KINKOPH does not exactly disclose that "determining whether, in 
said text document, "It" is present as the first word of a sentence and, if present, for each said 
sentence, replacing the word "It" with words describing to whom or to what "It" refers" 
However, the feature of avoiding using a particular word/term such as "It" at starting sentence is 
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well known in the art as evidenced by MARTIN who discloses 'writing style checklist' 
(Appendix C) and teaches to 'avoid starting sentences with "It is," "There is," "There are", 
which usually can be changed to eliminate the extra words, and provides examples (page 22, 
section of "Mechanics"). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to modify LEWIS in view of KINKOPH by providing 
criteria/rule to change/replace certain term at starting sentences, such as "It is", "There is/are", as 
taught by MARTIN, for the purpose (motivation) of following guide of the writing style 
checklist and using simple word and eliminating extra words (MARTIN: pages 21-22). 

In another view of the disclosure LEWIS and KINKOPH, LEWIS in view of KINKOPH 
teaches using proofreading criteria and grammar rules on the text (LEWIS: p9-pl0) and 
Microsoft Word (Fig. 3G) that provides various word processing functions, which inherently 
include editing functions of "Find" and "Replace" (under "Edit" of the menu bar), correction 
functions of "spelling and grammar" and "autocorrect" (under "Tools" of the menu bar, which 
allow user to specify certain correcting/replacing criteria or rules), and other related functions 
and options. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to combine teachings of LEWIS in view of KINKOPH by using 
proofreading criteria and grammar rules, and various Microsoft Word editing/correcting 
functions stated above, to find, correct and/or replace any user specified term (including word 
"responsible"), for the purpose (motivation) of accepting a user specified preference (LEWIS: 
abstract). This means that combining teachings of LEWIS in view of KINKOPH can also satisfy 
the claimed limitation. 
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In addition, in light of the specification, the claimed features can be broadly interpreted as 
a user interactively conducts editing/correcting functions (features) with a computer and word 
processing tools (such as Microsoft Word), so that, the combined system of LEWIS in view of 
KINKOPH, providing functionalities of editing, correcting, replacing, suggesting and displaying 
in an interactive manner (such as using Microsoft Word), has capability of implementing the 
claimed features. 

As per claim 52 (depending on claim 49), the rejection is based on the same reason 
described for claim 51, because the rejection for claim 51 covers the same or similar limitation(s) 
as claim 52. 

As per claim 61 (depending on claim 49), the rejection is based on the same reason 
described for claims 49 and 51, because the rejection for claims 49 and 51 covers the same or 
similar limitation as claim 61 . 

9. Claims 53-57 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over LEWIS in 
view of KINKOPH as applied to claim 49, and further in view of SARAKI et al. (US 5,903858) 
hereinafter referenced as SARAKI. 

As per claim 53 (depending on claim 49), even though LEWIS in view of KINKOPH 
discloses using proofreading criteria and grammar rules on the text (LEWIS: p9-pl0) and 
Microsoft Word (LEWIS: Fig. 3G) that inherently provides various word processing functions 
(such as finding, correcting and replacing), including the optional function to trigger a condition 
of "successive prepositional phrases (more than three)" (see Microsoft Word: "Tools" in menu 
bar > "options..." in the menu > "Spelling & Grammar" tab > "Settings..." button), which is 
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read on the claimed condition "when said sentence includes three or more consecutive 
prepositional phrases", LEWIS in view of KINKOPH does not expressly disclose "moving one 
of said prepositional phrases to the beginning of a sentence". However, the feature of moving 
prepositional phrase to a different position including the beginning of a sentence, is well known 
in the art as evidenced by SARAKI who discloses 'translation machine for editing an original 
text by rewriting the same and translating the rewrote one' (title), comprising multiple levels of 
analysis modules and 'rewriting rules' (col. 9-14), and teaches that 'the inserted adverbial clause 
(including prepositional phrase) is moved to the beginning of the sentence' and 'the word order 
of ...the preposition phrase is changed 5 (col. 14, lines 29-34). Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify LEWIS 
in view of KINKOPH by providing changing the word order of a preposition phrase in a 
sentence, as taught by SARAKI, for the purpose (motivation) of rewriting or editing the text to a 
simple text based on rewriting rules (SARAKI: abstract). 

In another view of disclosure LEWIS and KINKOPH, LEWIS in view of KINKOPH 
teaches using proofreading criteria and grammar rules on the text (p9-pl0) and Microsoft Word 
(Fig. 3G) that inherently provides various word processing functions, including editing functions 
of "Find" and "Replace", correction functions of "Spelling and Grammar", "Autocorrect" and 
setting a trigger of "successive prepositional phrases", as stated above, which allow user to 
specify testing/correcting/replacing criteria or rules. Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine teachings of 
LEWIS in view of KINKOPH by using proofreading criteria and grammar rules, and various 
Microsoft Word processing functions/features, to test, find, correct and/or rewrite a user 
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specified condition or term (such as condition of "successive prepositional phrases"), for the 
purpose (motivation) of accepting a user specified preference (LEWIS: abstract), particularly in 
an environment of requiring highly interactive and/or subjective actions from user. This means 
that the combined system by LEWIS in view of KINKOPH also has capability of implementing 
functionality as claimed. 

As per claim 54 (depending on claim 53), the rejection is based on the same reason 
described for claim 53, because the rejection for claim 53 covers the same or similar limitation(s) 
as claim 54, wherein the teaching that 'the word order of . . .the preposition phrase is changed' 
(SARAKI: col. 14, lines 29-34) is applicable to move suitable "location-expressing prepositional 
phrase" as claimed. 

As per claim 55 (depending on claim 49), the rejection is based on the same reason 
described for claim 53, because the rejection for claim 53 covers the same or similar limitation(s) 
as claim 55. In addition, SARAK discloses that using 'the first aspect. . . ' replace 'according to 
one aspect . . . ' (SARAKI: col. 14, lines 57-61), which further suggests that the combined 
teachings provide capability of implementing functionality as claimed. 

As per claim 56 (depending on claim 49), LEWIS in view of KINKOPH does not exactly 
disclose that "when a sentence includes both a weak verb and a gerund, said error-correcting 
functions comprise replacing said weak verb with the verb form of said gerund". However, the 
feature of replacing said weak verb with the verb form of said gerund is well known in the art as 
evidenced by SARAKI who discloses 'translation machine for editing an original text by 
rewriting the same and translating the rewrote one' (title), comprising multiple levels of analysis 
modules and 'rewriting rules' (col. 9-14), recognizing syntax component, such as 'gerund' and 
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ing-form of verb, and providing the corresponding rewriting rules (col. 10, line 12 and col. 1 1, 
lines 28-47), which suggests that the system has capability of implementing functionality as 
claimed. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify LEWIS in view of KINKOPH by providing analyzing sentence 
structure and rewriting rules, including processing gerund and ing-form of verbs, as taught by 
SARAKI, for the purpose (motivation) of rewriting or editing the text to a simple text based on a 
rewriting rule (SARAKI: abstract). 

As per claim 57 (depending on claim 56), LEWIS in view of KINKOPH and SARAKI 
further discloses "referring to a verb lookup list", (KINKOPH: page 86-87, disclosing how to use 
Word with multiple functions/tools: including "Edit" with "Find" and "Replace"; page 90-91, 
"Spelling and Grammar" checking, "thesaurus" with "look up" list (include verb lookup list) and 
"replace" with synonym; page 92-93 and "AutoCorrect" with "replace text", which has all 
interactive capability of implementing the functionality as claimed). 

10. Claims 59-60 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over LEWIS in 
view of KINKOPH as applied to claim 49, and further in view of JAMES et al. (" Writing an 
Speaking for Excellence ". ISBN 0867209356) hereinafter referenced as JAMES. 

As per claim 59 (depending on claim 49), LEWIS in view of KINKOPH does not 
expressly disclose "when a transition word is between a sentence's subject and verb, said error- 
correcting functions comprise moving said transition word to the beginning of said sentence". 
However, the feature is well known in the art as evidenced by JAMES who teaches better 
writhing with grammatical knowledge including using transitional word(s) in the beginning of 
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the sentence (page 31, paragraph 2). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine LEWIS in view of KINKOPH by 
providing word processing functions for editing/correcting text in a user interactive manner and 
using some grammatical knowledge, such as using transitional word(s) in the beginning of the 
sentence, as taught by JAMES, for the purpose (motivation) of allowing a user to edit or rewrite 
a text with user preferred text form/style. 

As per claim 60 (depending on claim 59), LEWIS in view of KINKOPH and JAMES 
further discloses "referring to a verb lookup list", (KINKOPH: page 86-87, disclosing how to use 
Word with multiple functions/tools: including "Edit" with "Find" and "Replace"; page 90-91, 
"Spelling and Grammar" checking, "thesaurus" with "look up" list (include verb lookup list) and 
"replace" with synonym; page 92-93 and "AutoCorrect" with "replace text", which has all 
interactive capability of implementing the functionality as claimed). 

1 1 . Claim 64 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over LEWIS in view 
of KINKOPH, Rl, MARTIN, SARAKI, JAMES. 

As per claim 64 (depending on claim 49), the rejection is based on the same reason 
described for claims 50-53, 56, 59 and 61, because the claims recites the same or similar 
limitations as claims 50-53, 56, 59 and 61 and it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify LEWIS' Microsoft Word based 
editor/processor by combining using various editing functions with different grammatical and/or 
semantic knowledge from the multiple references, for the purpose (motivation) of allowing user 
to select a preferred form/style for correcting/rewriting a text. 
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Conclusion 

12. Please address mail to be delivered by the United States Postal Service (USPS) as 
follows: 

Mail Stop 

Commissioner for Patents 

P.O. Box 1450 

Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 
or faxed to: 571-273-8300, (for formal communications intended for entry) 
Or: 571-273-8300, (for informal or draft communications, and please label 
"PROPOSED" or "DRAFT") 
If no Mail Stop is indicated below, the line beginning Mail Stop should be omitted from the 
address. 

Effective January 14, 2005, except correspondence for Maintenance Fee payments, 
Deposit Account Replenishments (see 1.25(c)(4)), and Licensing and Review (see 37 CFR 5.1(c) 
and 5.2(c)), please address correspondence to be delivered by other delivery services (Federal 
Express (Fed Ex), UPS, DHL, Laser, Action, Purolater, etc.) as follows: 

U.S. Patent and Trademark Office 

Customer Window, Mail Stop 

Randolph Building 

Alexandria, VA 223 14 
Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Qi Han whose telephone numbers is (571) 272-7604. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Thursday from 9:00 a.m. to 7:30 p.m. If 
attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, 
Richemond Dorvil, can be reached on (571) 272-7602, 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Inquiries regarding the status of submissions 
relating to an application or questions on the Private PAIR system should be directed to the 
Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free) or 703-305-3028 between the 
hours of 6 a.m. and midnight Monday through Friday EST, or by e-mail at: ebc@uspto.gov. For 
general information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. 

QH/qh 

January 10, 2008 



